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Agenda

AAsset Management Background
AProject Overview

ACriticality Analysis

ACapital Improvement Plan
AFunding Opportunities



A
=8 Asset Management Background

AWhat is asset management?

APurpose of an Asset Management Plan
i Evaluate water and sewer assets
i Calculate criticality scores for each asset using real data to drive results
i Create plan to prioritize repairs and replacement of assets
i Establish financial plan to budget for repairs and maintenance



Project Overview

Almprove and update existing Geographic Information Systems (GIS
AAsset management system software selection

APerform criticality analysis on the water and wastewater system
AEstablish future capital improvement budgets



ACriticality Analysis
A
A



Horizontal Asset Criticality Analysis

ARisk Overview
i Likelihood of Failure (LoF)
i Consequence of Fail@e

ATriple Bottom Line Methodology
ALoFandCoFMetrics

ARisk Action Levels

AResults
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% Risk Overview

Highest

Likelihood of Failure (1 to\5):

A Structural (Age, Material)

A Hydraulic (Fire Protection)

A Operational (Historic breaks,>
Sanitary Sewer Overflows, Fats,
Oils and Grease)

J

Highest
Consequence

A

4 Consequencef Failure(1to 5):
NetworkositioiDiameteDepthParceDensity)
LocationfPipe(Accessibilityroximitio Railroad$oadwaglassification)
Proximitio Environmenta®gnsitiveeatureg-loodZone SurfacéVaterWetlandRRiverfront)
Serviceo CustomenfSignificatnportandgchooldviedicaFacilitiessenioHousing)
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=~% [riple Bottom Line

Economic (30%):

A Cost to replace asset

A Reduction in property value

A Local economy/business impacts

Environmental (40%):

A Permit compliance

A Pollution

A Resources to repair asset (carbon footprint)

Social (30%):
A Health and safety concerns
A Public reputation
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Horizontal Ass€foFComputation

CoFComputation
Weighting Factor (performed on individual assets)
Economic Environmental
30% 40% 30%
Pipe Diamet X X
Pipe Depth (sewer o X X
Parcel Density (water ¢ X X
Classification of R¢ X X
Proximity to Railrc X
Accessibility of P X X
Proximity to Flood/Shoreland Zone (sew X
Maximum Value of Proximity to Surface Wat X X
Proximity to Wetlands / Rive
Critical Use X X
Land Us X X
Total Sum of XO0sSum of K&6sSum of KOs
Total / Possible (5 Sum / (# |oBuids (#H5pBuds ¢#{pf
WeightedCoFby Category (Total * Weighing Fac Total * 30% Total * 40% Total * 30%
CoF= Sum (of Weighté&bh * 5 WeightedCoFScore
|
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=8 Horizontal Asset LoF Computation

Category
Pipe Age X X
Pipe Material X

Pipe Diameter

Historical Breaks

Fire Protection Pressure Issues
Water Quality

Stagnant Water

Historical SSOs X
Inflow/Infiltration (I/1) X
X
X

X X X X X

Fats, Oil and Grease (FOG)
Town Noted Problem
LoF Score Maxi mumMaxi mum
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Risk Action Level Resui$Vastewater Horizontal Asse

Immediate Action

R |
3.6% High Priority Renewa Mid Priority Renewal

0
8.8% / 10.8%
Frequent Assessment
0.2%
Regular Monitoring
11.2%




Risk Action Level ResuisVater Horizontal Assets

High Priority Renewal

Immediate Acti 7 3%

n
0.0% K /
id Priority Renewal Frequent Assessment

M
13.9% 1.2%
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Legend
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